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Growing Up as Risky Business? Risks, Surveillance and
the Institutionalized Mistrust of Youth
PETER KELLY
ABSTRACT This paper will argue that a major problem for young people today is that
they increasingly cause adults anxiety. This anxiety translates into a raft of interven-
tions and strategies and programmes that target young people. These imaginings reflect
and constitute a range of anxieties about the dangers posed by some young people, or to
some young people, and how these risks might be economically and prudently managed.
These institutionalized relationships of mistrust can have a range of often negative
consequences (intended or otherwise) for individuals and populations of young people. I
argue that Foucault’s work on disciplinary, sovereign and governmental forms of power
provides a generative framework for analysing what I refer to as the institutionalized
mistrust, surveillance and regulation of contemporary populations of young people.
We Don’t Trust Them: An Introduction
In 1997, a Melbourne Secondary College (Victoria, Australia) secretly installed
Closed Circuit TV (CCTV) surveillance cameras in the male toilet block on
suspicion that male students were involved in drug dealing and drug taking.
The use of the security cameras became public knowledge after a group of
students were caught dealing and using drugs. The evidence was used, after the
event, to justify the use of the cameras. In 1998, Melbourne newspapers reported
that ‘Victorian high schools have introduced sniffer dogs to combat drug use
among students … At least six schools have used dogs provided by the police
drug squad to do random searches of bags and lockers’ (The Age, 2 July 1998).
Shortly after, the same paper reported that up to 80 Victorian schools had
installed security cameras in a bid to stamp out vandalism and other forms of
misbehaviour. ‘Caught in the Act’, a Melbourne-based security firm, had, it was
reported, supplied over 50 schools with cameras in the previous 18 months in
response to concerns about damage, bullying and child molestation (The Age, 4
July 1998).
The reporting of these security measures, and the use of pervasive and
powerful electronic surveillance technologies, provoked a range of responses
from defensive school Principals, Government politicians and commercial secur-
ity consultants, as well as from concerned civil liberties groups, teacher unions
and Opposition politicians. The then President of the Victorian Association of
State Secondary Principals argued that the use of dogs acted as a deterrent: ‘The
message is don’t bring drugs to school … Drug dealers and abusers get caught’.
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The Premier of the State of Victoria at the time (Hon. Jeff Kennett) claimed that:
‘We all know, particularly school children, that it is wrong to have drugs at
school. Therefore, if you don’t want sniffer dogs, don’t use drugs and don’t have
drugs on the school premises’. Speaking out against this form of logic, a
spokesperson for the Australian Education Union at the time said that: ‘Schools
shouldn’t have cameras and sniffer dogs and all the paraphernalia of the police
state … Schools should welcome students’. The then Opposition Health
spokesperson seized the opportunity provided by this debate to argue that:
‘Cuts to the number of school welfare officers who used to “sniff out” student’s
problems was driving the drug problem underground … This militaristic ap-
proach will do nothing to build relationships of trust between students and
teachers’ (The Age, 2 and 3 July 1998).
The Institutionalized Mistrust of Youth?
Whereas once youth might be comfortably regarded as something one
eventually grew out of, as an interim stage in the movement towards
normality, to be incorporated into the (w)hol(i)ness of adulthood, now
this orderly passage has become fraught with hazardous uncertainty.
Increasingly alienated, in the classical sense, young people are also
increasingly alien, alienated others, differently motivated, designed,
constructed. And the awful possibility presents itself, insistently: they
aren’t simply visiting us, after which they’ll simply go away; rather,
they are here to stay, and they’re taking over. (Green & Bigum, 1993,
pp. 121–122; original emphasis)
My intention in this paper is to highlight, following Green & Bigum (1993), an
increasingly generalized and institutionalized sense of anxiety and mistrust in
relation to the capacities of today’s young people to make the transition to
adulthood. Many of the issues that inform this mistrust are evident in the
incidents and practices already outlined. In later sections I will argue that Michel
Foucault’s (1977, 1983, 1991) work on disciplinary, sovereign and governmental
forms of power provides a generative framework for analysing what I refer to
as the institutionalized mistrust, surveillance and regulation of contemporary
populations of young people.
At the outset it should be acknowledged that adult anxieties about young
people are not new phenomena. Rob Watts (1993–94), for example, has argued
that over the past 200 years ‘scientific and professional discourses about our
bodies, our minds and our relationships to each other and society’ have
constantly reformulated ideas about, among other things; ‘badness, madness,
youth, health, education and sexuality’ (p. 120). Youth has historically occupied
the ‘wild zones’ as imagined within the institutional spaces characteristic of
modernity (Kelly, 1999). In these ‘zones’, certain groups of young people have
been viewed as being ‘ungovernable’ and lacking in ‘self-regulation’. These
representations of ‘deviancy’, ‘delinquency’ and ‘ungovernability’ have always
been fundamentally shaped by race, class and gender, and situated in relation to
particular ideas about ‘normal’ youth (Tait, 1995; Bessant & Watts, 1998; Kelly,
1999).
I argue, however, that a major problem for young people today is that they
increasingly cause adults anxiety. This anxiety translates into a raft of responses
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that have young people as their targets. At the same time, these ‘systems of
thought’ reflexively constitute our understanding of Youth—as a population/
historical figure. These imaginings reflect and constitute a range of anxieties
about the dangers posed by some young people, or to some young people, and
how these risks might be economically and prudently managed. These institu-
tionalized ‘relationships of mistrust’ can have a range of often negative conse-
quences (intended or otherwise) for individuals and populations of young
people.
Concerns about danger and risk provoke a range of practices and relations of
regulation that have the potential (always) to impact negatively on young
people. The history of institutionalized abuses of children and young people as
an unintended consequence of removing then from harm, or of minimizing
danger (for their own good) should alert us to these possibilities (White &
Wilson, 1991). This is not to argue that adult anxieties are unfounded or
conspiratorial. It is not to argue that interventions that aim to reduce the range
of dangers and risks that might confront young people are ‘bad’. To paraphrase
Foucault (1983), not everything is bad; rather, everything is dangerous—
including understandings of dangerousness and risk as these shape an institu-
tionalized mistrust of Youth.
Elsewhere I have argued that Youth is an ‘artefact of expertise’, constructed at
the intersection of a wide range of knowledges about Youth and so-called Youth
issues: an intersection marked by expert representations of crime, education,
family, the media, popular culture, (un)employment, transitions, the life course,
risk, and so on (Kelly, 2000a, 2000b, 2000c, 2001a, 2001b; see also Tait, 1992,
1993). How we imagine these intersections produces our understandings of
Youth—and these understandings have real consequences in the lives of young
people. In this sense we can argue that anxieties and mistrust about youth have
become increasingly governmentalized—rationalized, institutionalized and ab-
stracted under the auspices of a constellation of State agencies, quasi-auton-
omous non-government organizations, and non-government organizations
(Foucault, 1991; Rose, 1999). This governmentalization energizes processes of
surveillance—surveillance that is targeted and focused, in the interests of econ-
omy, at those populations that pose, or face, the greatest dangers and risks.
Youth: Risks, Surveillance and Economic Government
Economy: careful management of resources to avoid unnecessary expen-
diture or waste; sparing, restrained, or efficient use, esp. to achieve
maximum effect for the minimum effort. (The Collins English Dictionary)
In Foucault’s narrative … the detailed administration of life by bio-
political (and it should be added, disciplinary) practices is not coexten-
sive with the entire field of politics and government. There are at least
two other dimensions of rule that are important here: economic govern-
ment, which is internal to the field of government conceived as the art
of conducting individuals and populations; and the theories and prac-
tices of sovereignty. (Dean, 1999b, p. 100; original emphasis)
Foucault’s (1991) concept of governmentality provides a useful means to think
about certain aspects of this institutionalized mistrust of Youth. Governmentality
studies take modern Liberal arts of government as their object. This literature
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points to the centrality of alliances and partnerships between a range of
individuals, groups, agencies and institutions that are pivotal to the practice
of Liberal government. A principal concern in Foucault’s (1991) investigations of
the forms and effects of modern ‘governmentality’ was to foreground the
emergence of the idea of ‘population’. Foucault argued that from the 16th
century through to the early 19th century there was a transformation in the ways
in which European government was imagined. This transformation involved a
movement from a concern with the nature of the relation between the Prince and
his subjects (an issue of sovereignty), to a concern with the nature of the
relations between the State and the management of its populations (a concern
with the art of government). In thinking of government in this manner, Foucault
imagined government as the ‘conduct of conduct’. Government, in this sense, ‘is
a form of activity aiming to shape, guide or affect the conduct of some person
or persons’ (Gordon, 1991, p. 2).
For Rose, early modern Liberal problematics of rule can be ‘characterised by
the hopes that they invest in the subjects of government’ (1996, p. 45). Philosoph-
ical, moral, legal and political conceptions of the citizen imagine the Citizen
Subject as possessing, and needing to practise, certain freedoms, rights and
responsibilities that fall outside of the legitimate realm of political and/or legal
governance. This construction of a realm of the ‘social’ beyond the direct reach
of laws and decrees, the space of ‘freedom’, requires that Liberal practices of
government come to rely on a range of institutions, experts and systems of
thought that promise to ‘create individuals who do not need to be governed by
others, but will govern themselves, master themselves, care for themselves’
(Rose, 1996, p. 45). Increasingly this government of the Self is conceived and
practised in domains that mark the Normal via the construction of the Abnor-
mal; a process enabled via the reflexive circulation of discipline-based, intellectu-
ally grounded knowledge. For Rose (1996), this is the ‘moment of the
disciplines’. Discipline-based knowledge attempts here to ‘simultaneously
specify subjects in terms of certain norms of civilization’, and to erect particular
divisions ‘between the civilized member of society and those lacking the
capacities to exercise their citizenship responsibly’ (Rose, 1996, p. 45). I will
return to this central theme in a later discussion that argues that Youth has,
historically, been understood and governed in a manner that explicitly positions
them as lacking in these capacities of/for self-regulation.
For Rose & Miller (1992) this form of analysis is centrally concerned with
understanding the ‘associations formed between entities constituted as political
and the projects plans and practices of those authorities—economic, spiritual,
medical, technical—who endeavour to administer the lives of others in the light
of conceptions of what is good, healthy, normal, virtuous, efficient or profitable’
(p. 175). From this perspective we can argue that a more generalized sense of
mistrust in relation to today’s young people is evident in an increasing variety
of adult interventions into young people’s lives on the basis of professional
concerns about young people’s welfare. For instance, we see the increased
involvement of youth, community and health workers in ‘street work’ with
young people on projects that attempt to regulate ‘anti-social’ practices, or to
prevent crime. In Australia, as with many other Anglo-European settings, a
range of Federal, State and Local government agencies and departments, and a
large number of non-government organizations are involved in processes of
inter-agency collaboration on the design, development, delivery and evaluation
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of so-called ‘Youth programs’ of a type not thinkable even 30 years ago (White,
1998). In addition, a multitude of education programmes target the apparently
‘risky’ sexual, eating and drug practices of young people, or the nature of their
transitions to the adult world of work. These programmes can occur in schools
and/or in times and spaces out of school (Department of Education, Training
and Youth Affairs, 2000). Schools emerged in the past three decades as institu-
tionalized risk environments in which increasing percentages of the youth
population spend longer periods of the lifecourse (Beck, 1992) as targeted
populations of a diverse range of governmental strategies (Dean, 1999b). There
exists also a general concern for any youth activity that gives the appearance of
being beyond the management or surveillance capacities of various agencies.
These concerns are evidenced in the countless research projects and reports that
have as their aim better understandings of all aspects of young people’s lives.
This constantly growing research literature promises to develop more ‘sophisti-
cated’ ways of identifying populations of young people with regard to various
community and policy concerns (White, 1993). Rob White (1993) argues, for
example, that the emergence of a more ‘sophisticated’ and ‘distinct field of
inquiry’ of Youth Studies has accompanied the ‘changing economic, social and
cultural circumstances of young people’ in the last decades of the twentieth
century (see also McLeod & Malone, 2000).
This surveillance of contemporary populations of young people need not be
seen as sinister, or as the sole province of a repressive state apparatus. Indeed,
a number of intellectual traditions and literatures accord a central importance to
the surveillance needs and capacities of modern institutions (public and pri-
vate)—often as a means to ‘exterminate ambivalence’ (for example, Foucault,
1977; Bauman, 1990; Dandeker, 1990; Giddens, 1990; Lyon, 1994). Liberal arts of
government are dependent on a range of institutionalized processes of knowl-
edge production—governmentalities are inherently rationalized processes. Con-
temporary surveillance processes also take on an increasingly high-tech and
commercial character that adds further layers to the surveillance needs and
capacities of contemporary institutions. Here we witness modern commercial
rationalities converging with powerful information technologies to trace the
‘electronic footprints’ we all now make (Lyon, 1994). The need here is to profile,
in ever more sophisticated ways, customers and potential customers. In modern
‘surveillance societies’, various populations (market segments) become the object
of the proliferation of processes of data generation, gathering, storage, copying,
selling, buying, management and use (Dandeker, 1990; Lyon, 1994). We can,
following the ‘reflexive modernization’ theorists (Beck et al., 1994), situate these
processes in the digitally enhanced, institutionalized, hyper-reflexivity of contem-
porary expert systems. These systems generate, and are located within,
self-sustaining and self-conscious networks of data generation, gathering and
interpretation—processes that are framed by a complex array of rationalities,
logics, purposes and consequences (intended or otherwise).
In this sense Youth Studies, as a diverse, heterogeneous, but recognizable
institutionally located intellectual activity, emerges as such so that Youth, in all
its variety, can be made knowable in ways that promise to make the government
of Youth possible (Kelly, 2000a, 2000b). The practise of Youth Studies, and its
claim to make Youth knowable in more ‘sophisticated ways’ (White, 1993), has
a number of consequences (intended or otherwise) for the surveillance and
regulation of Youth in advanced or Neo-Liberal governmentalities. Where these
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mentalities of rule imagine government—of the state, of civil society, of the
economy, of the self—as being made possible, to a large degree, via the actions
of responsible, prudent, choice making, autonomous, individuals.
These concerns are well illustrated in the reflexive generation of knowledges
about Youth, about risk, and about economic forms of government that result in
a range of strategies that aim to guide young people ‘at risk’ in more effective
and efficient ways. The aim of the discussion that follows is to indicate the
pervasiveness of ideas about risk across a number of problematizations of
Youth—as a life-course stage, and as a population divided from an ideal adult
Other, and against the normal Child. A situation that is a consequence of
processes of surveillance and the reflexivity inherent within these institutional-
ized spaces. These discourses of youth at risk have been pervasive and powerful
features of the governmental imagining of Youth in the Anglo-European democ-
racies of the past three decades—and are indicative of the institutionalized
mistrust of Youth that I am discussing here.
Youth At Risk: Institutionalized Surveillance
In an organised regime the activities of scientific and technical experts,
inspectorates and enforcement agencies, legislators and concerned citi-
zens do not simply process risks that appear ‘externally’ over the
horizon of the regimes in an ad hoc way. The apparatuses of surveil-
lance and discipline … routinely produce the risks they assess and
manage. The important corollary of this point is that only those risks
are produced which are in principle ‘manageable’. (Crook, 1999, p. 171)
In extensive reviews of the Youth at-risk literature in the United Kingdom, the
United States, Canada and Australia, Withers & Batten (1995) and Batten &
Russell (1995) identify two competing rationalities: a ‘humanistic intention’
grounded in concerns about harm, danger, care, and support, for those young
people who might be at risk: and an ‘economic intention’ that foregrounds the
costs and the benefits—to young people and families, but primarily to communi-
ties and the Nation—of identifying risk factors and populations at risk, and of
mobilizing certain interventions on the basis of these identifications (Withers &
Batten, 1995, pp. 5–6). In what follows I want to sketch some of the ways in
which the ‘truths’ of Youth at risk are produced and circulate in relation to a
range of Youth ‘problems’. Colthart, for example, sees Youth as being at risk ‘if
their life circumstances threaten physical, psychological or emotional well-being
and preclude or limit the normative developmental experiences necessary to
achieve healthy adult functioning’ (1996, p. 31). He cites a Western Australian
Government report on Youth at risk that identifies a range of ‘risk factors’ for
young people:
failure to complete Year 10: unemployment or being in marginal or
insecure employment: engagement in behaviour likely to bring one into
the criminal justice system: engagement in unsafe health practices: and
being subject to a family environment which fails to provide adequate
safety and/or fails to convey a sense of self-worth. (Colthart, 1996,
pp. 31–32)
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Roman cites from a Canadian Ministry of Supply, National Stay-in-School Initia-
tive document that argues:
As perhaps never before, Canada in the 1990s needs well educated well
trained people in large numbers. They are indispensable to the produc-
tivity gains that our industry must achieve to survive and thrive in a
highly competitive world. Yet as matters stand, we could see one
million young people abandon secondary school over the next 10 years,
seeking to enter the labour market that increasingly views them as
functionally illiterate, largely untrainable and mostly unemploy-
able … Unchecked, the current dropout rate implies an unacceptable loss
of human potential, higher social costs, and a serious deficit in the
supply of skills needed to expand employment, productivity and
incomes for all Canadians. (cited in Roman, 1996, pp. 15–17; original
emphasis)
Davidson & Linnoila (1991) outline the findings of an expert Working Party
attached to the US Department of Health and Human Services, Secretary’s Task
Force on Youth Suicide, which was charged with clarifying ‘the environmental,
behavioural, socio-cultural, biological, and psychological factors which have
been associated with an increased likelihood of suicide among young people’
(p. xi). While the authors acknowledge that available research ‘made quantifiable
estimates of relative risk a goal as yet unreached’ (Davidson & Linnoila, 1991,
p. xii), they nevertheless argue that there is a range of factors that are ‘clearly
linked to youth suicide’ (p. xi). These include: substance use; psychiatric disor-
ders such as schizophrenia, and borderline personality and affective disorders;
‘parental loss and family disruption’; family ‘traits’, including ‘genetic traits such
as predisposition to affective illness’; ‘low concentrations’ of certain serotonin
metabolites and dopamine metabolites in the ‘cerebrospinal fluid’; homosexual-
ity; having a relation with a suicide victim; impulsive and aggressive behaviour;
previous attempts at suicide; ‘rapid socio-cultural change’; media reports on
suicides; and ‘access to lethal methods, such as guns’ (Davidson & Linnoila,
1991, pp. xi–xii).
These diverse discourses, which are illustrative of the ways in which Youth at
risk is imagined, have in common an investment in forms of probabilistic
thinking about certain preferred or ideal adult futures and the present be-
haviours and dispositions of youth. Citing a 1985 OECD document Becoming
Adult in a Changing Society, John Freeland (1996) argues that Youth is a ‘stage of
life between childhood and adulthood’. Childhood is identified with ‘physiologi-
cal immaturity, emotional and economic dependence and primary ties with
parents and siblings’. Adulthood is framed in terms of ‘physiological maturity,
emotional and economic autonomy, and by primary ties with the adult partner
and children’.
Elsewhere I have argued that Youth is an artefact of a history of diverse ways
of thinking about the behaviours and dispositions of those who are neither Child
nor Adult. As an artefact of expertise, Youth is principally about ‘becoming’.
Becoming an adult, a citizen, autonomous, mature, responsible, self-governing.
There is some sense in which all constructions of Youth defer to this narrative
of becoming, of transition. There is also a sense in which becoming automatically
invokes the future. Youth, as it is constructed in at-risk discourses, is at risk of
jeopardizing, through present behaviours and dispositions, desired futures. This
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sort of probabilistic thinking attempts to construct a series of causal relationships
between these different configurations of time and space. These possible futures,
as additional artefacts of the activities of expertise, are fundamentally normative.
There is a strong sense here that there are ‘preferred’ futures awaiting these
populations in transition. Discourses of risk provoke this normative epistemol-
ogy (Kelly, 2000a, 2000b, 2000c).
The reflexive modernization literature is useful in understanding these pro-
cesses because it enables a focus on the radicalized processes of reflexivity that
are generated in and by institutionalized processes of expert knowledge pro-
duction (Giddens, 1990, 1991; Beck et al., 1994). This institutionalized intellectual
expertise structures processes that produce institutionally dependent biogra-
phies. Institutionally dependent biographies facilitate the emergence of an
apparently increasingly ‘risky’ stage of the life course called Youth. These
processes answer not to a single logic or rationality, and have a range of
intended and unintended consequences for Youth who are made knowable
through discourses of risk.
Risk discourses seek to colonize the unruly, unknowable future via the
practices and activities of expertise. These forms of expertise claim to know
better what constitutes desirable futures. Furthermore, these expert systems
know what Youth, and experts who take Youth as the object of their expertise,
should do to ‘effect a secure transition’ to these futures (Freeland, 1996). This
trust in the capacities of institutionalized processes of abstraction to make risk
knowable energizes research agenda such as that outlined by the Panel on High
Risk Youth (1993), of the US Commission on Behavioral and Social Sciences and
Education:
If it is true that young people are the nation’s most precious resource,
then the nation needs better means of measuring the overall effective-
ness of the socialization process. Systematic efforts are needed to assess
the adolescent population over time. Such efforts will require multi-
faceted measures that examine a range of adolescent attributes, includ-
ing perceptions, behaviors and accomplishments. Data collection must
be organized to produce findings according to age, gender, race,
ethnicity, and socio-economic status … The need to adequately monitor
adolescents from low-income families is especially urgent. (Panel on
High Risk Youth, 1993, pp. 255–256)
In these sorts of reports, processes of identification and intervention imagine
institutionally structured relations of class, gender, ethnicity, ability and geogra-
phy as complex, but quantifiable, factors that place certain Youth at risk. Once
identified, measured, and quantified within probabilistic rationalities, modes of
intervention can be designed and implemented to enable regulatory projects that
promise to ‘minimize the harm’ of these factors.
What we see here are reflexive processes that are generated from a range of
settings, purposes and rationalities, and that take Youth as their object. In so
doing they constitute Youth as a ‘risky’ stage of institutionally dependent
biographies. In the Risk Society, Ulrich Beck (1992) argues that the reflexive
shaping of biographies across ‘institutional boundaries’ emerges as a conse-
quence of ‘their institutional dependency’. Forms of dependence—on market
relations, on mediated expert knowledge about how one ought to live, and on
time–space distanciated institutional practices—mean that ‘individualized pri-
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vate existence’ becomes increasingly ‘dependent on situations and conditions
that completely escape its reach’ (Beck, 1992, p. 131). These largely autonomous
institutionalized processes enter into reflexive biographical projects in ways that
are structured by and that structure institutionalized constructions of the life
course.
These ‘institutional biographical patterns’ are ‘determinations of and interven-
tions in human biographies’ (Beck, 1992, pp. 131–132; original emphasis). Institu-
tionally generated markers—such as school starting age, school leaving age,
age at which income support is payable, the age of citizenship, retirement
age—indicate that ‘individualization thus means precisely institutionalization’
(Beck, 1992, p. 132; original emphasis). These processes of institutionalization
witness the emergence of the idea of a lifecourse characterized by periods named
as Childhood, Youth, Adulthood, and Retirement.
It is in this sort of understanding that we can suggest that the reflexive
constitution of knowledges by Youth Studies expertise increasingly intersects
with management, service delivery and budget knowledges to produce hy-
bridized knowledges about ‘appropriate’ and ‘economic’ forms of guidance and
government of Youth at risk and their families. These processes of hybridization
are often contested, mediated, messy and contradictory. They open up and close
off possibilities for the regulation of young people. They are reflexive in the
sense that their outcomes are uncertain and provisional. They are submitted to
continual processes of review, evaluation and audit. These processes of audit
often mobilize rationalities that exist in tension with the knowledges and
purposes implied and professed by intellectual expertise in the domain of Youth
Studies. Mitchell Dean (1999a) identifies these processes as ‘reflexive govern-
mentalities’—rationalities of government in which the ends, the subjects and the
techniques of government are continually problematized against a whole series
of expertly identified and calculated risks. Here risk management and minimiza-
tion—via individual, community and institutional capacity for responsible,
rational deliberation and action—emerges as a governmental end across all
aspects and arenas of human being in the world, local and global.
The argument here is that certain techniques, practices and rationalities
emerge from, and structure, an ‘economic governmentality’ that is imagined in
settings structured and made known by diverse (sometimes competing) ‘risk
rationalities’ (Dean, 1999a). For example, if there emerges a risk that young
people might be doing drugs in the school toilet, then it seems prudent to install
CCTV as a means to economically manage/minimize that risk—even if this
means that trust relations between adult authorities and some young people
might be compromised. The benefits outweigh the costs. The promise is that
dangerousness and mistrust will give way to heightened senses of security
enabled by hi-tech surveillance technologies (there is a paradox here when
mistrust is increased because we now have hard evidence to support our
suspicions).
Sovereignty, Discipline and Government
The concerns I have discussed thus far can be thought about by exploring
distinctions between the different forms of power that Foucault identified as
sovereignty, discipline and governmentality. In his investigations of modern
Liberal governmentalities, Foucault (1991) stressed the importance of not seeing
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the emergence of these ‘mentalities’, and associated forms of pastoral power, as
signalling the disappearance of other forms of power—namely, discipline and
sovereignty. Indeed a concern with arts of government makes the problems of
sovereignty and discipline ‘more acute than ever’ (Foucault, 1991, p. 101). The
issue of how to manage the conduct of conduct of diverse individuals and
populations across a heterogeneous field of problems and possibilities ‘renders
more acute the problem of the foundation of sovereignty … and all the more
acute equally the necessity for the development of discipline’ (Foucault, 1991,
p. 102). Kevin Stenson (1996, 1999) has argued that Foucault’s formulation has
introduced a certain ambiguity and confusion into governmentality studies—a
point that is beyond the scope of this present discussion. However, in the context
of this paper it can be argued that sovereignty is a form of power seeking to
establish and maintain relationships of legitimate authority so that this authority
itself is maintained. Stenson sets out to situate youth service practices in a
‘complex of inter-related strategies of government: sovereignty, discipline and
government’ (1996, p. 12). In doing so he argues that ‘the struggle to establish
and maintain a legitimated sovereignty is functionally central to Liberal rule’
(Stenson, 1999, p. 68). Furthermore, this struggle is a ‘struggle to control geo-
graphical territory in the face of internal and external threats, through a
monopolisation both of the threat and use of force and attempts to establish the
legitimacy of that force’ (Stenson, 1996, p. 5). Sovereignty is exercised by, and
through, a range of institutions and strategies—including the armed forces,
public and private police organizations, and a range of laws, regulations and
by-laws. Sovereignty is, in this sense, both territorial and metaphorical. As
Stenson argues, a great deal of the historical and ongoing—actual and imag-
ined—challenges to the legitimacy and exercise of sovereign power—‘from
behaviour construed as “anti-social” to public order disturbances or major
demonstrations such as the anti-poll tax riots’—have emerged from, or been
centred on, diverse populations of young people’ (1996, p. 5).
Disciplinary power attempts to produce relationships of regulation and forms
of subjection that promise a certain docility in subjects and populations (Fou-
cault, 1977, 1983, 1991). Kirk & Spiller (1993) suggest, in their historical analysis
of the disciplinary role of gymnastics in the primary school curriculum at the
turn of the 20th century, that Foucault’s use of the concept of discipline provides
a ‘means of locating educational practices as one set of micro-technologies
which, together with other sets of ‘little practices’ within domains like the
military, medicine and so on, make up the infrastructures of disciplinary society’
(p. 111). Moreover, the consequence of discipline is/was not ‘mere subjection (as
in slavery), but controlled production’ of subjects and populations characterized
by a ‘docility-utility’ (Kirk & Spiller, 1993, pp. 110–111). For Foucault (1977),
‘discipline produces subjected and practised bodies, docile bodies. Discipline
increases the forces of the body (in economic terms of utility) and diminishes the
same forces (in political terms of obedience)’ (Foucault, 1977, p. 138). Histori-
cally, the promise of much Youth-focused regulation has been to produce,
‘through surveillance and education—as disciplinary practices—the ’ productive
skills and capacities’ that will ‘enable young people to adapt to a modern
industrial society’ (Stenson, 1996, pp. 5–6). In this respect, much of the Youth
Studies work that White (1993) refers to as emerging out of the ‘changing
economic, social and cultural circumstances of young people’ in the last decades
of the 20th century is energized by concerns about how it is possible to produce,
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from the ‘raw material’ of today’s Youth, subjects who are capable of exercising
a well-regulated autonomy.
Dangerousness, Surveillance and ‘Illiberal’ Governmentality
In its more extreme manifestations, the contemporary, institutionalized mistrust
of Youth appears as a concern that particular populations of young people pose
a certain dangerousness—to themselves and others. In this sense, ideas about
risks, fear and uncertainty are powerful influences on community and policy
responses to ‘dangerous’ youth. These responses include an increasingly wide-
spread use of electronic surveillance technologies in spaces such as shopping
malls, streets and schools. Indeed, there is a sense that in a so-called ‘surveil-
lance society’ few spaces remain outside the gaze of small electronic eyes (Lyon,
1994). Of related interest is an emerging convergence between CCTV and digital
technologies and algorithmic software applications that promise to make
identification and recognition of dangerous individuals and groups more ‘econ-
omic’. There is evidence to suggest that ideas of dangerousness in these contexts
are algorithmically constructed along gender, racial, class and age lines—young
black males attract more surveillance in certain spaces because the ‘numbers’
suggest that they pose the most danger (Norris et al., 1998a, 1998b; Norris &
Armstrong, 1999). This apparent dangerousness also witnesses the proposed and
actual introduction of state and local government laws and by-laws allowing
night curfews, zero tolerance policing, and the electronic tagging and mandatory
sentencing of juvenile offenders. In addition, in a number of jurisdictions,
by-laws have been introduced that set limits on the number of young people
who may gather in certain public spaces, and that allow police—both public and
private—to move young people on if they cause others ‘anxiety’. The anxieties
and mistrust that structure these and other practices in response to the youth
problem also have some basis in the commodification and privatization of
‘public’ spaces, where shopping emerges as both ‘entertainment’ and the only
‘legitimate activity’. In these spaces, certain groups of young people are posi-
tioned as causing others anxiety, and as posing potential dangers (Guilliat, 1997;
White, 1998).
The aftermath of a series of murderous school shootings in the United States
(most infamously the Columbine High School shooting of April 1999, when
Dylan Harris and Eric Klebold shot and killed 13 students and staff before
killing themselves) illustrates the consequences of this institutionalized mistrust
of potentially dangerous Youth only too clearly. Relations of mistrust and the
economic government of risk have seen the emergence of so-called practices of
zero tolerance in the policing of young people in schools. Here zero tolerance
has some rather dangerous consequences. Although, to be pragmatic, trust
relations become intensely problematic in a post-Columbine environment where
simple questions such as ‘Are you serious?’ can take on murderous dimensions
and consequences. An article by Robert Lusetich (2001) suggests zero tolerance
in this environment means that a six year old can be ‘expelled’ from school after
being found with a ‘weapon’. The weapon was, allegedly, a plastic knife the
child’s ‘grandmother put in his lunchbox so he could spread peanut butter’. A
14-year-old male was expelled and subsequently arrested for allegedly ‘joking’
with a friend that he ‘liked him, so don’t come to school tomorrow’—a warning
allegedly used prior to the Columbine shooting. Lusetich (2001) claims that this
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student was ordered to months of home detention prior to standing trial for
making ‘terrorist threats’. He was subsequently sentenced to a period of pro-
bation and community service. In a post-Columbine environment, where the
world is seen to be no longer as safe, where mistrust becomes almost paranoia,
there is concern that zero tolerance ‘has redefined students as criminals’. For
Lusetich the ‘irony’ is that official statistics from the US Department of Edu-
cation and the Justice Policy Institute point to a 30 per cent decrease in
school-based crime figures since 1990. Moreover, less than 1 per cent of ‘violent
incidents involving adolescents’ happen at school. Schoolchildren are ‘three
times more likely to be struck by lightning than killed at school’.
In this context, pathologizing individuals and subcultures as dangerous repre-
sents a means of exercising sovereignty over dangerous individuals, and
of disciplining Youth. Exercising power in these ways shifts focus towards
Youth who cannot be trusted and away from a number of other issues—includ-
ing the ready availability of high-powered weapons technologies, cultural
milieux strongly characterized by violence (both flesh and blood and technolog-
ically mediated; Springhall, 1998), and the possible roles played by massive
institutions such as schools in the shaping of these incidents. These problems
are, evidently, beyond the limits of the ‘sovereign state’ (Garland, 1996). Given
these concerns, how might we problematize the relationships between risk,
surveillance, insurance and the mistrust of Youth—so that a range of negative
consequences, intended or otherwise, might continue to be the object of
discussion?
One possibility is to return to an earlier suggestion that Youth has long been
constructed in terms of apparent ungovernability. This apparent ungovernability
has a tendency to produce a range of tensions within and for Liberal govern-
mentalities. This is so because the ‘ideal’ subject of Liberal governmentalities is
the person who has developed the capacities of self-reflection, self-regulation
and self-government (Hunter, 1993, 1994; Dean, 1999b; Rose, 1999). As Rose
(1999) suggests, this ideal does not have its origins in a generalizable philosoph-
ical discourse about the nature of Man. Rather, this view of a subject capable of
bearing a kind of ‘regulated freedom’ (Rose & Miller, 1992) has, in Liberal
problematizations of the art of government, been ‘articulated in a whole variety
of mundane texts of social reformers, campaigners for domestic hygiene, for
urban planning and the like, each of which embodied certain presuppositions’
about the ‘nature’ and ‘capacities’ of persons to be governed in relation to these
programmes (Rose, 1999, p. 42). There is, thus, a fundamentally technical dimen-
sion to these practices of subjectification—these ‘technologies of the self’ (Fou-
cault, 1988).
Importantly for this discussion, this capacity for the exercise of a well-
regulated autonomy was, and still is in many instances, used to divide and
differentiate ‘the child from the adult, the man from the women [sic], the normal
person from the lunatic, the civilized man from the primitive (Rose, 1999, p. 44).
The ‘fact’ that young people (Children and Youth) have not developed those
capacities necessary for conducting their freedom in a well-regulated way
continues to be an important element of the rationalities that structure the
practices and processes of surveillance, discipline and regulation that take young
people as their object—in playgrounds and classrooms in schools, in families, in
shopping centres, parks and malls.
These ways that we have produced for making young people knowable as
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(un) ‘governable subjects’ (Rose, 1999) illuminate the ‘illiberal’ and ‘authori-
tarian’ governmentalities (Dean, 1999b) that continue to frame much of the
practise of the government of Youth. Authoritarian and illiberal governmentali-
ties embrace those ‘practices and rationalities immanent to liberal government
itself, which are applied to certain populations held to be without the attributes
of responsible freedom’ (Dean, 1999b, p. 100). Dean (1999b) argues that the
‘dividing practices’ (Foucault, 1983) that differentiate among the population
(generally) on the basis of a capacity for well-regulated autonomy result in those
groups (such as young people) deemed not to have developed these faculties to
be ‘subjected’ ‘to a range of disciplinary, sovereign and other interventions’
(Dean, 1999b, p. 135).
Some Closing Thoughts on the Institutionalized Mistrust of Youth
Much of the substance of this discussion is all too well illustrated by a number
of concerns about threats to national security (sovereignty), and the need for
heightened vigilance and surveillance of risky behaviours and dangerous popu-
lations in the wake of the terrorist attacks in the United States on 11 September
2001. In a post-11 September environment, dangerousness is imagined (per-
sonified) most powerfully, for America and its allies, as an Other who is male
and Islamic. This dangerousness is to be managed, we are promised, via
increased vigilance and more sophisticated and powerful surveillance. Indeed,
the sense of uncertainty and danger generated post 11 September has made the
promise of security via heightened surveillance more explicit; and made more
transparent, to some, the dangerousness of this promise of security to be
delivered via more powerful surveillance technologies and practices (Lyon,
2001).
The politics of mistrust are always discursive—questions of sovereignty, of
threats to sovereignty, are always metaphorical as well as territorial. Yet the
exercise of sovereignty, and how we imagine risks, dangers and threats, are not
just the stuff of metaphor and discourse. The exercise of power, as often
overwhelming force, but also in the form of pervasive and near total surveillance
with the aim of economically, and prudently, managing risk and danger can
have a range of problematic, and often unintended, consequences. The uncer-
tainty, mistrust, fear and anxiety that has, post 11 September, had as its object
an Islamic Other is reflective of similar rationalities and processes in a post-
Columbine world where the dangerous Other is Youth.
A principal concern in this discussion is not so much that diverse surveillance
and intervention strategies target young people for their own good, or for the
greater good. Rather, it is that such strategies emerge at the intersection of
institutionalized imaginings of danger, risk and economy. At this intersection,
institutionally appropriate practices of intervention for young people’s own
good (and the good of others) emerge as hybridized constructions in which
concerns about risk, economy and normative imaginings of the capacity for
certain young people to live a well-regulated life are both indicative and
constitutive of an institutionalized mistrust of young people. Importantly, this
institutionalized mistrust of youth is further structured along class, gender and
ethnic lines. So the consequences, intended or otherwise, of this mistrust are
differently experienced by different populations of young people.
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In many respects, the politics that attempt to problematize the institutional-
ized mistrust of Youth must be discursive. In this sense there is a need to analyse
the systems of thought, and the techniques by which the government of Youth
is made known, made possible and practised. In so doing, we ought highlight
the sovereign and disciplinary aspects of the illiberal governmentalities that seek
to provoke the emergence of the well-regulated, self-fashioning autonomy of
‘normal’ adulthood. The tensions within these rationalities of rule—between ‘the
ideals of a liberal order and the mechanisms of security that are set in place to
secure it’ (Osborne, 1996, p. 117)—are points that both illuminate those rational-
ities that frame the mistrust of Youth, and points of departure for problematiz-
ing these rationalities.
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